No. You need much more than that to grab our attention.
Well, there was my work in the Australian Law Reform Commission, so many years ago, that first introduced me to the issues of bioethics.
What of the report we wrote so carefully on the dilemmas of the law on human tissue transplants?
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Those proposals were adopted as law throughout Australia. They dealt with the definition of "death". With consent. With opting out or opting in. Payment for body parts, and so on. Well, that is getting closer. But it is still hardly global. This is all very well, comes your response. But it is still rather particular.
Remind yourself please that this is a general world congress on bioethics. If you want to talk about AIDS, you should have taken your paper to Vienna last week and delivered it there.
In desperation, I invoke the decade I served as a member of the International Bioethics Committee (IBC) of UNESCO, between 1996 and 2005 . During that time, I took part in the tail-end of the adoption of the How did all that all that effort of the IBC make one iota of difference to the MDGs and the attainment of the stated common ideals of "justice" in our world: 1) To eradicate extreme poverty and hunger;
2) To achieve universal primary education;
3) To promote gender equality and to empower women; 4) To reduce child mortality; Humphrey, a Canadian legal scholar.
In the end, the UDHR was adopted by the General Assembly in December 1948 with no negative votes. There were, however, six abstentions. These were from the members of the Soviet Bloc, the Union of South Africa and Saudi Arabia. One reason for the high degree of consensus in the General Assembly was the generality and textual simplicity of the language of the UDHR. To this day, it remains a most powerful and influential document, expressing not just civil and political rights but also economic, social and cultural rights 13 . The latter reflected the insistence of the socialist countries and of the still small collection of member states from the developing world for whom the right to work 14 ; to 1946-66, 27-28 (2005 The most innovative features of the Bioethics Declaration include:
1) The broadening of the focus of bioethics from the concerns of the human individual to the human community, to humanity generally and to the total environment 35 ;
2) The attempted synthesis of topics traditional to "medical" bioethics and concepts obviously derived from the now familiar language of international human rights law 36 ; and
3) The introduction of important new ideas into bioethics, most especially those concerned with notions of universal access to health care and notions of social responsibility, not just individual entitlements, in the framing of bioethical principles 37 .
Probably the most innovative provision of the Bioethics Declaration was 
RESPONSE TO THE BIOETHICS DECLARATION
The response to the Bioethics Declaration has been mixed. Yet it has certainly included expressions of appreciation. Thus, Professor Thomas
Faunce of the Australian National University wrote 42 :
"The question of whether bioethics represents an independent, normative discourse from international human rights, enjoying its own unique more relationship-oriented non-rational and nuanced approach to norms, a distinctive history, institutional structures and continuing valuable functions has hardly been debated [until now], let alone resolved." In support of this view, Professor Faunce has explained why the harmonisation of bioethics with the advancing juggernaut of international human rights law is both timely and inevitable 46 :
"One of the main disadvantages of bioethics ... is that it is at risk of becoming an irrelevant normative discourse in the great social justice debates concerning access to essential medicines taking place in global fora such as the World Trade Organisation (WTO).
In that context, it is international human rights that have made the strongest inroads ... Without instruments such as the [Bioethics Declaration], and in particular its "Social Responsibility" Principle, bioethics may be less able to metaphorically "get its foot in the door" concerning many of the great public health debates associated with the process of corporate globalisation."
As against these words of praise, there have been critics. Not without certain justification, some critics have lamented the lack of brevity, simplicity and elegance of the kind to be found in the UDHR. In part, these defects may be blamed on the very severe timetable under which the IBC was required to work, being approximately half the time that it took to draft the UDHR. In part, some obfuscation must be laid at the door of the IGBC, and of the governmental representatives and so-called There have been other critics. Thus, Professor George Smith, not without justification, has been critical of the concept of "human dignity".
That notion is propounded in the Preamble to the Bioethics Declaration as a kind of Grundnorm and a foundation for its Principles. Professor
Smith has noted that the concept of human dignity is somewhat problematic. He suggests that " [It] is open to abuse and
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Such as the addition to the Universal Declaration on the Human Genome and Human Rights of the prohibition of reproductive cloning, which had not been specified by the IBC in its draft.
misinterpretation"
49 and that it "over-simplif[ies] a complex issue". It can "encourage a form of paternalism, incompatible with the very spirit of self-determination" that lies at the heart of international human rights 50 .
Professor Cheryl Macpherson has written in the Journal of Medical Ethics 51 complaining that the Bioethics Declaration lacks "academic rigour and credibility in the bioethics community". She expresses concern that there was insufficient evidence that its Principles were either universal or possible to implement. She complains that such Declarations need to be "responsive to the cultural and socio-economic realities of diverse stakeholders", especially the poor and marginalised.
She suggests that the drafters were unaware of the "complex interplay between culture, socio-economics, justice and human development". Although article 12 of the Bioethics Declaration makes it clear that cultural diversity and pluralism have to be given "due regard", it still insists that these considerations cannot infringe upon, or limit, the universal considerations of "human dignity, human rights and fundamental freedoms".
Nor can they alter the other Principles contained in the Bioethics Declaration.
Those who propose the inevitability of international and universal human principles, to apply to human beings everywhere because of their essential characteristics, need to respond to the criticisms of Professor
Macpherson. And in those criticisms, she is by no means alone.
WHAT OF ASIAN VALUES?
What, for example, are we to make of the so-called " Increasingly, and correctly, human rights is a universal discourse about human beings everywhere and their claim to equal rights. Nowhere is that claim more emphatic than in the assertion of the right to basic health care and in the general filed of bioethics.
CONCLUSION: STEPS IN THE JOURNEY
Therefore, for all its defects of content and drafting, the UNESCO Universal Declaration on Bioethics and Human Rights was an important step in the right direction. Bioethics can never again be divorced from the global concepts of human rights. That alone is a big step forward. It
